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ABSTRACT
Self-production, participation of consumers in the production process of products for their own
consumption, leads to consumers’ enhanced evaluations of the self-made products. Three
experimental studies investigate how and why self-production affects consumers’ product
evaluations and reveal that not all production experiences create additional value for all consumers.
In particular, Studies 1 and 2, using hypothetical stories and real experiences, show that only
positive (vs. negative) production experiences enhance evaluations of self-made products over
products made by others. Positive (but not negative) experiences decrease the psychological distance
between the self and the product and strengthen identification with it. Study 3 manipulates
self-construal (independent vs. interdependent) to investigate its role on evaluation of self-made
products and products made with close others as a group (i.e., group-made). Consumers with
independent self-construal evaluate self-made (vs. other-made) products more favorably only if the
process is positive. However, consumers with interdependent self-construal evaluate self-made
products more favorably even if the process is negative. Additionally, consumers with
interdependent (vs. independent) self-construal exhibit more favorable evaluation of group-made
products. Finally, even if consumers know how another person feels while making a product, other
people’s process emotions do not affect consumers’ product judgments as strongly as their own
experienced process emotions. © 2014 Wiley Periodicals, Inc.
Modern technology and production methods have en-
abled consumers to be more involved in the production
process of products that they consume (Bendapudi &
Leone, 2003; Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004). Increas-
ingly, companies such as Home Depot, Build-a-Bear,
and IKEA encourage consumers to take part in the pro-
duction process. In addition, manyWeb sites (e.g., Cafe-
Press.com, LapJacks.com, YouBars.com) provide tools
for consumers who want to make and purchase self-
made products—products that consumers participate
in creating. The range of products that consumers may
play a part in creating is extensive. For example, con-
sumers can make designs and place them on anything
frommugs to tiles, and from t-shirts to cell phone skins.
Being involved in the creation of a product may gen-
erate additional value for consumers and add to qual-
ity of life (Xie, Bagozzi, & Troye, 2008). Experiential
(rather than material) products, such as concerts or va-
cations, have been shown to make individuals happier
(Van Boven & Gilovich, 2003). In addition, investing
time rather than money enhances the emotional signif-
icance of an event (Mogilner & Aaker, 2009). Making
a product oneself rather than simply buying a finished
product, by definition, combines experiential and mate-
rial aspects of products, and requires an investment of
time. Therefore, a consumer’s participation in the pro-
duction process may contribute to happiness and emo-
tional satisfaction derived from consumption behavior,
over and above the value placed on the physical prod-
uct itself. However, there has been limited theoretical
speculation and few empirical studies that have focused
on self-production, that is, consumers’ participation in
the production process of products that they consume.
The consumer behavior literature has tended to focus
on what consumers purchase, an outcome, rather than
what they do, a process, in relation to the product (Xie,
Bagozzi, & Troye, 2008).
A number of prior studies in service-dominant logic
and cocreation literatures have examined how the in-
tegration of consumers into the decision-making mech-
anisms of a company affects consumer demand (Etgar,
2008; Vargo & Lusch, 2004), the ownership of the com-
pany’s products (Fuchs, Prandelli, & Schreier, 2010),
and company attitudes (Fuchs & Schreier, 2011). The
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focus of these studies has been the interaction of the
firm with consumers or consumer groups as part of the
firm’s business strategy, rather than the personalized
relationship between the consumer and the product
itself.
Other lines of research that investigate the notions
of do-it-yourself (DIY) products, self-production, and
prosumption (Toffler, 1980) have recently started to in-
vestigate the process of producing goods and services
for concurrent or subsequent consumption from the
perspective of the consumer. Studies on DIY indicate
that consumers may engage in self-production to seek
pleasure and self-identity (Williams, 2008; Wolf & Mc-
Quitty, 2011). Moreover, within the context of home
meal preparation, Olsen and Mai (2013) show that in-
volvement with food and cooking motivates consumers
to participate in the production of meals that they con-
sume and increases time spent preparing and making
dinners. Other studies have revealed that participat-
ing in the production process of a product enhances the
evaluation and value of self-made products (Norton,
Mochon, & Ariely, 2012; Troye & Supphellen, 2011).
In fact, Norton, Mochon, and Ariely (2012) show that
consumers find self-made products more valuable than
those made by experts, even if the products are quite
mundane and utilitarian (i.e., storage boxes, origami
animals).
An important question is whether or not all self-
production creates value for consumers. Imagine that a
consumer has just prepared a meal from scratch or as-
sembled a bookcase from IKEA. This person may have
gone through a pleasant production process that felt
relaxing, soothing, and happy. However, another con-
sumer may have gone through an unpleasant process
and felt irritated, annoyed, and unhappy. Would the
evaluation of the outcome product be different even if
the outcomes from these two processes were identical?
Would the process still affect consumers’ product eval-
uations if it were another person going through the un-
pleasant or pleasant production process? How and why
would the production process affect the product evalua-
tions? Does it depend on individual differences? Would
how the self is constructed (self-construal; Markus &
Kitayama, 1991a) shape the interpretation of an event
that involves the self (i.e., self-production)?
This research investigates the aforementioned ques-
tions and focuses on the psychological processes un-
derlying a consumer’s interaction with a product dur-
ing self-production. It examines the conditions and the
means by which self-production affects product eval-
uation. In particular, it looks into the valence of the
production process and how a positive versus negative
production process affects the person–object relation-
ship and the evaluation of the product. First, it asks,
are self-made products evaluated more favorably than
other-made products (i.e., made by another person) re-
gardless of whether the process is positive or negative?
It investigates whether a person’s feelings while mak-
ing a product affect consumers’ evaluation of the out-
come product. Then, it studies how self-production cre-
ates additional value for consumers and changes the
perception of the product. Next, since self-production
entails the self, the outcome of this activity is likely
to depend on the nature of one’s self-representation.
Hence, in order to deepen the understanding of con-
sumers’ involvement in the production process, this re-
search also investigates how conceptualization of the
self (operationalized as independent vs. interdependent
self-construal) affects evaluation of self-made products.
Finally, in addition to individual self-production condi-
tions, situations when consumers engage in the produc-
tion process together with close others are also investi-
gated.
The paper begins with a review of the literature
on person–object relationship. Then, three experiments
explore when and how self-production creates value.
The first study uses a hypothetical scenario to test how
process valence affects the evaluation of a productmade
by the individual himself or by another person. The
second study also manipulates process valence but re-
quires participants to actually make a product or watch
another person go through a similar process. The third
study investigates how self-construal affects evaluation
of products made by the individual himself or with close
others. Finally, the paper discusses how the results add
to the understanding of consumers and their relation-
ship with self-made products, implications, and sugges-
tions for future research.
PERSON–OBJECT RELATIONSHIP AND
IDENTIFICATION WITH THE PRODUCT
Theoretical research on “extended self” (Belk, 1988;
Pierce, Kostova, & Dirks, 2003; Sartre, 1943) informs
the understanding of how self-production changes the
nature of the person–object relationship. Making prod-
ucts oneself is a means of self-extension since the prod-
uct is imbued with the time, effort, attention, values,
and choices of its maker through the process. “Objects
such as land to the farmer, handcrafted pieces to the
craftsperson, and artworks to the artist may become
part of extended-self, because we have intentionally
worked upon or created these things, investing both en-
ergy and self in them” (Belk, 1988, p. 151). The product
is charged with emotional and physical energy of the
maker. It starts to reflect the identity of its maker and
becomes self-expressive. Investment of self in the object
allows individuals to see reflections of themselves in the
target object (Mittal, 2006). It symbolizes the individ-
ual’s identity to the self as well as the outside world.
As the object gains a symbolic meaning, the individual
becomes psychologically tied to the product.
This paper contributes to the theoretical discussion
on extended-self by empirically testing whether partici-
pating in the production process of a product affects the
person–object relationship. Identification with a focal
object (e.g., company, consumer groups, brand) reflects
the extent to which the individual sees his or her own
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self-image as overlapping with that of object (Bagozzi
& Dholakia, 2006). Hence, this research proposes that
identification with the product, that is, the degree of
perceived overlap between one’s own current identity
or self-image and the product’s identity or image as one
sees it, reflects at least one dimension of how consumers
relate to products. Three experiments test how partic-
ipating in the production process of a product affects
identification with the product and how identification
leads to higher evaluations of the self-made product.
HOW DOES PROCESS VALENCE AFFECT
PRODUCT IDENTIFICATION?
Consumer involvement in the production process tends
to have a positive effect on product evaluations (Norton,
Mochon, & Ariely, 2012) possibly due to the extension
of self to the products that the individual has produced.
Troye and Suphellen (2011) mention that when con-
sumers are exposed to something of their own making,
they may activate associations with the self and use
these associations to form a reaction to the self-made
product. Given that people tend to evaluate products
associated with the self more favorably (Greenwald &
Banaji, 1995), self-production is likely to result in favor-
able evaluations of the product. However, in its current
form, this logic may be misleading.
Several theorists (Campbell, 1963; Russell &Mehra-
bian, 1978) have identified approach and avoidancemo-
tivations as playing an integral role in guiding behav-
ior, and recognized valence as the major (although not
the only) determinant of approach versus avoidance be-
havior. Valence has been identified as one of the pri-
mary dimensions of emotions (Ekman, 1984; Russell,
1980; Smith & Ellsworth, 1985). Indeed, the majority
of studies on affect and judgment have focused on va-
lence, and shown the influence of valence on satisfac-
tion, judgment, and stereotyping (see Forgas, 2003 for
a review).
Previous research (Chen & Bargh, 1999; Seibt, Neu-
mann, Nussinson, & Strack, 2007) indicates that pos-
itive (vs. negative) valence facilitates approach (vs.
avoidance) behavior toward the target object. Positive
valence leads to approach tendency that decreases both
the physical and psychological distance between oneself
and the target. In contrast, negative valence facilitates
withdrawal behavior and increases distance between
the self and the target. Hence, this research hypoth-
esizes that production process valence will change the
psychological distance between the product and the per-
son (identification with the product) and, therefore, af-
fect evaluation of the final product.
An interesting question is whether another maker’s
process feelings change consumers’ evaluation of the
outcome product. Process emotions are likely to have
more impact on evaluation of the final product when
it is the self (vs. another person) who goes through
the production process and experiences the emotions
since self-relevant information is weighted more heav-
ily than other-related information (Markus, 1977; We-
instein, 1989). Therefore, the following hypotheses are
proposed:
H1: The evaluation of a product will be higher when
the production process evokes positive rather
than negative emotions.
H2: The effect of process emotions on product eval-
uation will be greater when it is the self (vs.
another person) making the product.
H3: To the extent that one participates in the pro-
duction process, a positive process will increase
identification with the product.
H4: The increase in identification with the product
explains why self-made products are evaluated
more favorably than other-made products.
EFFECT OF PROCESS VALENCE
DEPENDS ON SELF-CONSTRUAL
If an emotional or cognitive activity implicates the self,
the outcome of this activity will depend on the na-
ture of one’s self-representation. Hence, in order to
deepen the understanding of consumers’ involvement
in the production process, this research also investi-
gates how conceptualization of the self (operationalized
as independent vs. interdependent self-construal) af-
fects evaluation of self- and group-made products and
the person–object relationship. Self-construal refers to
an individual’s sense of self in relation to others. Self-
construal affects the degree to which individuals see
themselves as separate from or connected with others.
Two primary types of self-construal have been iden-
tified: interdependent and independent self-construals
(Markus & Kitayama, 1991a). The interdependent self-
construal, more common to members of many East
Asian and some Latin American and African cultures,
defines the self in relation to others. It emphasizes at-
tending to others, fitting in, and promoting social har-
mony. It takes into account contextual information and
synthesizes one’s own experience as well as what one
believes close others’ (family, in-group members) expe-
rience in order to understand and shape one’s expe-
rience (Markus & Oyserman, 1989). The independent
self-construal, more common to members of Western
cultures, defines the self in reference to one’s own inter-
nal emotions and attributes, and others are needed pri-
marily to verify and affirm, rather than to construct, the
self (Markus & Kitayama, 1991a). It focuses on unique-
ness, achievement, and autonomy in order to positively
differentiate self from others.
Self-construal can influence the nature of an expe-
rience, how the experience is constructed, and its con-
sequences. Specifically, this research explores two dif-
ferent ways that self-construal may shape evaluation
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of products when one is involved in production. First,
it examines how self-construal affects product evalua-
tions when consumers participate in making products
with close others as a group. Second, it investigates how
self-construal influences product evaluations when pro-
cess valence is negative versus positive.
People with interdependent selves tend not to dif-
ferentiate the self from close others. They are likely to
be more attentive and sensitive to close others’ experi-
ences than those with independent selves. By contrast,
people with independent selves are motivated to sep-
arate oneself from others and see the self as different
from, and better than, others (Markus & Kitayama,
1991a). Therefore, it is hypothesized that consumers
with interdependent (vs. independent) self-construals
who engage in the production process of a product with
close others will place greater value on the product.
H5: Consumers with interdependent self-construals
will evaluate group-made products more pos-
itively than people with independent self-
construals.
Besides influencing responses to social production
situations, self-construal affects people’s responses to
negative information about the self. People with inde-
pendent self-construals selectively attend to positive in-
formation about the self in order to maintain a positive
view of the self (Heine, Kitayama, & Lehman, 2001;
Heine & Lehman, 1999; Lee, Aaker, & Gardner, 2000).
In fact, strategies to protect a positive self-view, such
as decreasing the perceived relevance of a task if one
performs poorly on it (Tesser & Paulhus, 1983) or ex-
hibiting self-enhancement tendencies (Campbell, 1986;
Marks, 1984), are quite common among people from
NorthAmerica, but are less common among people from
Eastern cultures (Markus & Kitayama, 1991b).
Although discovery of negative self-related informa-
tion is threatening and, therefore, avoided by people
with independent selves, it is useful for people with
interdependent selves and even sought out (Heine, Ki-
tayama, & Lehman, 2001). Self-related negative infor-
mation for interdependent selves suggests where ad-
justments need to bemade to better fit group standards,
avoid conflict, and maintain social harmony (Heine,
Kitayama, & Lehman, 2001; Lee, Aaker, & Gardner,
2000). Even if self-related information is negative, it
still contributes to one’s sense of self and helps one
to construct a self-identity. Thus, the interdependent-
based (vs. independent) person is less likely to be
threatened by and avoid negative self-related informa-
tion. Negative information threatens the independent
self-construal that a person tries to protect. The per-
sonal self is not changed but rather maintained when
faced with negative self-related information such as
shame (Bagozzi, Verbeke, & Gavino, 2003). Negative
information for an interdependent self prompts efforts
to improve the self. Instead of avoiding and dissociat-
ing the self from it, an interdependent self is likely to
use negative information tomake judgments and repair
relationships.
In fact, when consumers with independent self-
construal face a threat to an aspect of their identity,
they become highly motivated to see themselves in a
more positive light and, therefore, avoid products asso-
ciated with that identity (White & Argo, 2009). Nega-
tive experiences that relate to the self are threatening
and hence avoided by independents. On the other hand,
when consumers with interdependent self-construal
experience a social identity threat, their belonging-
ness needs are activated. Consequently, they are more
likely to associate themselves with identity-relevant
products and increase their evaluation of the identity-
linked product in the face of a threat (White, Argo, &
Sengupta, 2012).
As a result, it is hypothesized that, for consumers
with independent self-construals, product evaluation
as well as identification with the product are likely
to increase only if the self participates in a positive
production process since these consumers are likely to
dissociate themselves from negative experiences. For
consumers with interdependent self-construals, prod-
uct evaluation, along with identification with the prod-
uct, is expected to increase regardless of process va-
lence. Consumers with interdependent self-construals
may evaluate self-made products (or group-made prod-
ucts where one makes a product with close others)
more positively than other-made products even when
negative emotions are associated with the production
process. More formally, the following hypotheses are
proposed:
H6: For consumers with independent self-
construals, positive (but not negative) process
emotions will enhance evaluation of self-made
products over other-made products.
H7: For consumers with interdependent self-
construals, both positive and negative process
emotions will enhance evaluations of self-made
products over other-made products.
H8: For consumers with independent self-
construals, positive (but not negative) process
emotions will enhance identification with
self-made products over other-made products.
H9: For consumers with interdependent self-
construals, both positive and negative process
emotions will enhance identification with self-
made products over other-made products.
To test these hypotheses, three studies are con-
ducted. The first study reveals that even simply imag-
ining the self (vs. another) participating in the produc-
tion process results in more favorable product evalu-
ations as well as higher identification with the prod-
uct. The second study extends the findings to an actual
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production context and replicates findings from the
first study in a different product domain. It indicates
that even a small modification of a product results
in identification with the product, and this change in
the person–object relationship explains why self-made
products are evaluated more favorably than other-
made products. The third study examines production
situations that involve not only the individual con-
sumer, but also the individual consumer with close oth-
ers, showing that, compared to people with independent
selves, group production processes result in higher eval-
uation of the final product for people with interdepen-
dent selves. Furthermore, results from Study 3 show
that negative process emotions do not enhance evalua-
tion of self-made products for people with independent
self-construals. However, people with interdependent
self-construals evaluate self or group-made products
more highly than other-made products, regardless of
process valence.
Taken together, the findings suggest that not all
self-production experiences enhance product evalua-
tion. When the process is negative, consumers do not
distinguish between self-made and other-made prod-
ucts. To the extent that the process is positive, con-
sumers will evaluate self-made products more favor-
ably than other-made products. In addition, another
maker’s process emotions do not affect a consumer’s
product evaluation as strongly as experiencing those
emotions oneself. Furthermore, the studies address
the mechanisms underlying the value creation process
through self-production. A positive production experi-
ence decreases the psychological distance between the
self and the product, and results in extension of the
self to the product. Positive self-production processes
enhance identification with the product which, in turn,
explains why self-made products are evaluated more
positively than other-made products. Furthermore, the
findings reveal that consumers’ self-construal affect
their evaluation of productsmade by themselves orwith
close others. The three studies identify conditions un-
der which consumers’ participation in the production
process enhance product evaluations and the mecha-
nisms through which self-production creates value for
consumers.
STUDY 1: IMPACT OF PROCESS VALENCE
ON PRODUCT EVALUATIONS
Study 1 tests the basic premise that the valence of pro-
duction experience affects the evaluation of the final
product. Specifically, it investigates the extent to which
the effect of process valence on product evaluation de-
pends on whether it is the self or another person who
makes the product and goes through the production pro-
cess. Moreover, it examines whether the hypothesized
effect is due to identification with the product.
A 2 (process valence: positive vs. negative) × 2
(maker: self vs. other) between subjects study was de-
signed to test the proposed relationships. Throughout
all the studies, involvement in making the product is
measured to decrease unexplained variance in the de-
pendent variables. Involvement is mainly regarded as
personal relevance and motivation to process (Green-
wald & Leavitt, 1984; Petty & Cacioppo, 1986). Higher
involvement levels in making or modifying a product in
a given domain may enhance the desire to engage in
the relevant behavior (Xie, Bagozzi, & Ostli, 2013), the
process enjoyment, and the likelihood of bonding with
the product. However, given that involvement was not
a central focus of this paper and has been investigated
elsewhere (Olsen & Mai, 2013), a measure of involve-
ment was included as a covariate in the analyses to
control for such effects.
Method
Participants and Procedure. A total of 172 students
(mean age= 20.2, 55%male) completed the study to ful-
fill course requirements. Participants read a story de-
scribing either a pleasant or unpleasant process about
making a ceramic mug from clay. They were asked to
imagine it was either they or another participant in the
experiment making the mug (see Appendix A). In both
conditions, a picture of a mug was presented to ensure
that negative or positive emotions would not create suc-
cess or failure perceptions in the process. This provided
a conservative test of the hypothesis since the outcome
product is held constant across all conditions.
Following the story, all participants reported how
much they identify with the product using a 7-point
Likert scale (“I would identify with the product”; Pierce,
Kostova, & Dirks, 2003) and a visual diagram of de-
gree of overlap between self-image and product’s im-
age (Bergami & Bagozzi, 2000; α = 0.63). Next, pro-
cess evaluation (unpleasant/pleasant, unhappy/happy,
irritating/soothing, bad/good; α = 0.97) and product
evaluation (dislike/like, unpleasant/pleasant, unfavor-
able/favorable, negative/positive; α = 0.95) were mea-
sured. At the end, involvement inmaking products from
clay was measured using Mittal’s (1995) modified ver-
sion of Zaichkowsky’s (1985) personal involvement in-
ventory (PII; α = 0.97).
Results and Discussion
Manipulation Check. A 2 (process valence) × 2
(maker) ANCOVA (with involvement as a covariate)
on process evaluation yielded a significant main effect
of valence (F(1, 167) = 430.56, p < 0.001); the ma-
nipulation was successful. Participants in the positive
(M = 6.27) versus the negative (M = 2.36) process con-
dition evaluated the production processmore favorably.
The main effect of maker was not significant (F < 1);
however, there was a significantmaker× valence inter-
action (F(1, 167) = 7.57, p < 0.01). Participants in the
“other” condition indicated that the process would be
EVALUATION OF SELF-MADE PRODUCTS 455
Psychology and Marketing DOI: 10.1002/mar
Figure 1. Study 1—Product Evaluation.
less pleasant for the other than for the self in the neg-
ative process emotions condition (Mself = 2.62, Mother =
2.10; F(1, 167) = 4.58, p < 0.05) and marginally more
pleasant for the other than for the self in the positive
process condition (Mself = 6.02,Mother = 6.51;F(1, 167)=
3.17, p = 0.08). The covariate (involvement) was signif-
icantly related to process evaluation (F(1, 167) = 13.44,
p < 0.01). Participants who reported higher levels of in-
volvement inmaking products from clay indicatedmore
favorable attitudes toward the process.
Tests of Hypotheses. In support of H1, an ANCOVA
on product evaluation indicated that the main effect of
valence on product evaluation was significant (F(1, 167)
= 21.66, p < 0.001). Also, maker (F(1, 167) = 18.71, p
< 0.001) and maker × valence interaction (F(1, 167) =
6.25, p < 0.01) were significant. Simple effects analysis
showed that the effect of maker was significant for the
positive process condition (Mself = 6.08, Mother = 4.91;
F(1, 167) = 20.80, p < 0.001), but not for the negative
process condition (Mself = 4.52, Mother = 4.84; F(1, 167)
= 1.89, p = 0.17). When the process was positive, the
self-made product was evaluated more favorably than
the other-made product (see Figure 1). In addition, the
evaluation of the product did not depend on process
valence when another person made the product (F(1,
167) = 2.14, p = 0.14). Participation in the production
process was not enough to create value; the process had
to be positive to differentially affect product evaluation.
Higher levels of involvement in making products from
clay (the covariate) enhanced the evaluation of the mug
(F(1, 167) = 9.43, p < 0.01).
A key hypothesis concerns the differential impact of
the valence of process emotions on product evaluation
as a function of maker of the product. H2 suggests that
process emotions are likely to affect the evaluation of
the product more strongly if it is the self (vs. another
person) that experiences the process emotions. Thiswas
Figure 2. Study 1—Identification with the Product.
tested via a two-way interaction of maker and process
evaluation. Because process evaluation is a continuous
measure, it was centered for the regression analysis.
Regression analysis indicated a significant interaction
of maker by process evaluation, thereby supporting H2
(β = 0.29, t = 4.16, p < 0.01). The impact of process
emotions on product evaluation was higher when it was
the self rather than another person who was involved
in the production process.
Identification. Next, identification with the product
was analyzed. Analysis indicated a significant effect
of maker (F(1, 167 = 17.85, p < 0.001) and, consis-
tent with H3, a maker × valence interaction (F(1, 167)
= 7.65, p < 0.01). Simple effects tests indicated that
making products oneself increased identification with
the product in the positive (Mself = 4.73, Mother = 3.17;
F(1, 167) = 21.82, p < 0.001) but not in the negative
(Mself = 4.04, Mother = 3.71; F(1, 167) = 1.21, p = 0.27)
process condition (see Figure 2). In addition, when it
was another person making the product, process va-
lence did not affect identification with the product (p =
0.11). The covariate, involvement, had a significant ef-
fect on identification (F(1, 167)= 35.20, p< 0.001), with
higher levels leading to higher identification with the
product.
Conditional Indirect Effect. The next question was
whether identification with the product mediates the
effect of process valence on product evaluation, albeit
differently depending on who the maker is (H4). Analy-
sis followed the steps suggested by Hayes (2013) us-
ing Model 8 (see Figure 3). Unstandardized identi-
fication was used as the mediator and involvement
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Figure 3. Conditional process model.
Table 1. Study 1—Conditional Indirect Effects.
Model Coefficients for the Conditional Process Model
Identification (M) Product Evaluation (Y)
Predictors Coefficient SE t Coefficient SE t
Process valence (X) 0.0848 0.1130 0.7505 0.3372 −0.0535 6.3022∗∗
Identification (M) – – – 0.3372 0.0535 6.3022∗∗
Maker (W) 0.8953 0.2224 4.0261∗∗ 0.4060 0.1610 2.5214∗
Valence × maker (X × W) 0.6194 0.2240 2.7655∗∗ 0.2209 0.1584 1.3950
Involvement (covariate) 0.4333 0.0730 5.9328∗∗ 0.0260 0.0556 0.4685
Constant 2.5951 0.2576 10.0746∗∗ 3.6861 0.2258 16.3229∗∗
R2 = 0.2808 R2 = 0.4434
F(4, 167) = 16.3028∗∗ F(5, 166) = 26.4504∗∗
Note: 5,000 bootstrap samples.
X, independent variable; Y, dependent variable; M, mediator variable; W, moderator variable.
Presented here are the unstandardized regression coefficients from bootstrapping analysis and their associated standard errors (SE) and
t-statistics.
∗p < 0.05, ∗∗p < 0.01.
was used as a covariate throughout all the analy-
sis. Table 1 presents the regression models for the
analysis.
Bootstrapping analyses revealed that, in the medi-
ator model, the coefficient for the interaction between
process valence and maker was 0.6194 (SE = 0.2240,
CI0.95 = 0.1772–1.0615) and statistically different from
zero (p < 0.01). In the outcome model, the effect of
identification on evaluation of the product, holding con-
stant both process valence and maker, was 0.3372 (SE
= 0.0535, CI0.95 = 0.2315–0.4428) and statistically dif-
ferent from zero (p < 0.001). The higher the identifi-
cation, the higher was the evaluation of the product.
More importantly, as expected, the conditional indi-
rect effect of the process valence on product evaluation
through identification depended on who the maker was
(indirect effect = 0.2088, SE = 0.0844, CI0.95 = 0.0639–
0.3933). The indirect effect of the process valence on
product evaluation through identification (0.1160) was
above zero only in the “self” condition (SE = 0.0563,
CI0.95 = 0.0118–0.2369). In the “other” condition, the
indirect effect was negative (−0.0928) and not differ-
ent from zero (SE = 0.0611, CI0.95 = −0.2218–0.0189).
Thus, identification mediated the effect of the process
valence on product evaluation only if it was the self
that is going through the production process; H4 was
supported.
Discussion
Findings reveal that the valence of process emotions
affects product evaluation, but the impact of valence
depends on whether the self or another person is in-
volved in the production process. Only when the pro-
cess was positive, did participation in the production
process enhance the evaluation of self-made product.
Also, process emotions had a stronger effect when it
was the self rather than another person going through
the production process.
Moreover, the results indicated that being involved
in the production process changes how consumers re-
late to products. The valence by itself did not have an
effect on identification. Only when the self was involved
in the production, did the process valence affect identi-
fication with the product. The change in person–object
relationship explains why self-made products are eval-
uated more favorably than other-made products.
STUDY 2: DOES ACTUAL
SELF-PRODUCTION HAVE THE SAME
IMPACT?
Study 1 provided the initial evidence that process emo-
tions affect evaluation of self-made products. In fact,
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the results suggest that even merely imagining mak-
ing a product can enhance the final evaluation of that
product. However, Study 1 used hypothetical stories
and required participants to use anticipatory process
emotions (rather than actual process emotions) to make
product-related evaluations. A question remains as to
whether an actual production situation has the same fa-
vorable impact on consumers’ evaluation of self-made
products. Study 2 was conducted to address this ques-
tion. It was a 2 (process valence: positive vs. negative)
× 2 (maker: self vs. other) between subjects design.
Method
Participants and Procedure. One hundred forty-
one students (mean age = 21.2, 34% male) completed
the study. The participants were paid $10 for their par-
ticipation. When they arrived at the experimental labo-
ratory, they were given an instruction booklet. The first
page introduced the research as a product development
study and indicated that the procedure involved de-
signing and painting a white t-shirt. The instructions
specified that there should be a geometric figure and a
hand-print on the t-shirt (V-neck for females, crew-neck
for males).
In the “self” condition, the participants were told
that they would paint the t-shirt themselves. In the
“other” condition, participants were told that a research
assistantwould paint the t-shirt for them. Then, all par-
ticipants filled-out the second page of the booklet con-
taining an order form on which they specified the size
of the t-shirt, the geometric figure they wanted on the
t-shirt, and the placement of the geometric figure plus
the hand-print. The next page provided instructions on
how to paint the t-shirt. Finally, the last page had full-
sized patterns of geometric figures, one of which they
were to use for the t-shirt. Once the participants fin-
ished reading and filling out the instruction booklet,
they were taken to an individual room where the paint-
ing of the t-shirt was done. In the self condition, the
room was empty and they were asked to come out once
they were done painting the t-shirt. In the other con-
dition, there was a male confederate in the room. The
confederate was introduced as a research assistant who
would make the t-shirt for them. In reality, he was a
senior student at the drama department of the univer-
sity who was hired and trained to perform the roles
described below.
In the positive process condition, the room was or-
derly; t-shirts were nicely folded and put in boxes ac-
cording to their sizes; thematerials (brush, sponge, tow-
els, cardboard to use during the painting, water) that
were used to paint the t-shirt looked neat and clean;
there was a chair they could sit on while making the t-
shirt. In the negative process condition, the room looked
disorganized; t-shirts were thrown into a corner and the
sizes were mixed together; the materials used to paint
the t-shirt looked dirty; thewater that was used to clean
hands and brushes was blendedwith paint and olive oil;
the table was wobbly; stencil materials were slippery;
there was no chair in the room so they had to stand dur-
ing the process; there was dry paint all over the table,
and the instruction booklet had paint and water marks
on it (see Appendix B for pictures of the rooms).
In the negative process condition, the actor acted
as if the process was unpleasant for him. He did not
talk to the participants while he was painting the t-
shirt; however, he used body language to express he
was bored and tired of painting t-shirts, the paint was
irritating, the water was smelly and gross, and the wob-
bly table was annoying. In the positive process condi-
tion, both the actor and the participant were seated.
The actor acted as if the process was pleasant for him.
He enjoyed the process of painting the t-shirt; he liked
the feel of the paint; the water was something fun to
play with; he smiled most of the time. The actor was
trained to follow the same protocol in all sessions. He
was instructed to act realistically (not to overact) since
the task of painting a t-shirt generally does not create
extreme emotions. Once the t-shirt was painted, par-
ticipants were escorted to a separate area where they
filled-out an online survey.
Participants evaluated the process of making the
t-shirt using six 7-point semantic differential items
(unpleasant/pleasant, unhappy/happy, bad/good, irri-
tating/soothing, unenjoyable/enjoyable, boring/fun; α =
0.96). Then, they evaluated the t-shirt (α = 0.94) us-
ing the same items from Study 1 and rated them-
selves (self condition) or the “research assistant”
(other condition) in terms of expertise in making t-
shirts using five 7-point semantic differential items
(unskilled/skilled, unqualified/qualified, unknowledge-
able/knowledgeable, not an expert/expert, inexperi-
enced/experienced; α = 0.95). In addition, the partic-
ipants indicated their identification with the product
using four 7-point Likert items: “I would identify with
the t-shirt,” “it would represent who I am,” and “it re-
flects the type of person that I am” were adapted from
Reed, Aquino, and Levy (2007); the last item was “the
image of the t-shirt fits my self-image” (α = 0.90). The
participants used a different scale to report their identi-
fication with the product in Study 2. If the results from
Study 1 hold even though the specific measurement of
the construct “identification” changes, then it can be
concluded that it is identification with the product that
drives the results. Finally, involvement in designing
clothing items was measured using PII (α = 0.96).
Results
Manipulation Check. An ANCOVA on process eval-
uation, with involvement included as a covariate, indi-
cated a significant main effect of valence (F(1, 136 =
7.72, p < 0.01); the manipulation was successful. The
evaluation of the process was significantly less favor-
able in the negative (M = 4.31) than the positive pro-
cess condition (M = 4.89). There was also a main effect
of maker (F(1, 136) = 54.19, p < 0.001). Participants in
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the self condition (M= 5.36) evaluated the processmore
positively than those in the other condition (M = 3.85).
The maker × valence interaction was not significant
(F < 1). The covariate (involvement) was significantly
related to process evaluation (F(1, 136) = 15.58, p <
0.001); participants who reported higher levels of in-
volvement in designing clothing items indicated more
favorable attitudes toward the process.
Perceived Expertise. Next, the level of perceived ex-
pertise was tested to be the same for the self and other.
A 2 (process valence) × 2 (maker) ANCOVA on exper-
tise, with involvement used as a covariate, indicated
only a main effect of maker (F(1, 136) = 19.85, p <
0.001). Participants in the other condition (M = 4.43)
reported higher perceived expertise than did those in
the self condition (M = 3.29). The participants evalu-
ated the research assistant as having more expertise
in painting t-shirts than they did. This may have been
due to the fact that it was apparent that the assis-
tant had painted multiple t-shirts during the study;
his hands had paint on them when he interacted with
the participants. Besides involvement, in order to hold
the perceived expertise constant between the self and
other conditions, expertise and expertise × maker in-
teraction (since level of expertise depended on who the
maker was) were used as covariates throughout all the
subsequent analyses.
Test of Hypotheses. A 2 (process valence) × 2 (maker)
ANCOVA on product evaluation (with involvement, ex-
pertise, expertise × maker are used as covariates) in-
dicated, as expected, a significant maker × valence in-
teraction (F(1, 134) = 7.63, p < 0.01). The covariates,
involvement (F(1, 134)= 4.77, p < 0.05), expertise (F(1,
134) = 18.21, p < 0.001), and expertise × maker inter-
action (F(1, 134) = 6.09, p < 0.05) were significant.
Simple effects analysis showed that the maker effect
was significant in the positive (Mself = 5.69, Mother =
4.03; F(1, 134) = 6.68, p < 0.05) but not in the nega-
tive process condition (Mself = 4.87, Mother = 4.37; F <
1). Consistent with Study 1 results, only when the pro-
cess was positive, the self-made product was evaluated
more favorably than the other-made product. In addi-
tion, the evaluation of the product did not depend on
process valence when another person made the product
(F < 1).
Next, product evaluation was regressed on two-way
interaction of maker and centered process emotions to
test H2. Replicating findings from Study 1, the maker
× centered process emotions interaction was significant
(β = 0.39, t = 2.43, p < 0.05), thereby indicating the
stronger effect of process emotions on product evalua-
tion when self is involved in the production process; H2
is supported.
Identification. Consistent with H3, the maker × va-
lence interaction was significant (F(1, 134) = 4.49, p <
0.05). Simple effects tests indicated that making prod-
ucts oneself significantly increased identification only
when the process was positive (Mself = 4.39, Mother =
2.88; F(1, 134) = 4.79, p < 0.05). When the process
was negative, there was no difference between eval-
uation of self-made and other-made products (Mself =
3.75,Mother = 3.20; F < 1). In addition, when it was an-
other person making the product, process valence did
not affect identification (F < 1). However, as predicted,
when the participants painted the t-shirt themselves,
positive process did increase identification (F(1, 134) =
4.86, p < 0.05).
Conditional Indirect Effect. Finally, as in Study 1,
conditional process analysis was done using bootstrap-
ping (see Table 2 for regression coefficients). In the me-
diator model, the coefficient for the interaction between
process valence and maker was 0.9547 (SE = 0.4505,
CI0.95 = 0.0637–1.8458) and statistically different from
zero (p < 0.05). In the outcome model, the effect of iden-
tification on evaluation of the product, holding constant
both process valence and maker, was 0.3932 (SE =
0.0732, CI0.95 = 0.2484–0.5380) and statistically differ-
ent from zero (p < 0.001). The higher the identification,
the higher was the evaluation of the product.
Replicating Study 1 findings, the conditional indi-
rect effect of the process valence on product evalua-
tion through identification depended on who the maker
was (indirect effect = 0.3754, SE = 0.2176, CI0.95 =
0.0392–0.9079). The indirect effect of the process va-
lence on product evaluation through identification was
above zero only in the “self” condition (indirect effect
= 0.2506, SE = 0.1270, CI0.95 = 0.0481–0.5598). In the
“other” condition, the indirect effect was negative and
not different from zero (indirect effect = −0.1248, SE =
0.1596, CI0.95 = −0.5205–0.1310). Thus, identification
mediated the effect of the process valence on product
evaluation only if it was the self that is going through
the production process.
Discussion
Results from Study 2 replicated Study 1 findings, but
in an actual production situation, in a different prod-
uct category, and with a new measure of identification.
The participants were asked to paint a t-shirt them-
selves or watch another person go through the process
of painting a t-shirt. The t-shirt that was painted by
the participant himself was evaluated more favorably
only when the process was positive. When the process
was negative, there was no difference between the t-
shirt that was painted by another person and the self.
It seems that only a positive process creates additional
value for self-made products over other-made products.
In addition, as in previous study, Study 2 reveals
that how another feels while making a product does
not affect one’s product judgments as strongly as going
through the process oneself. Consumers do not take into
account others’ process emotions as much as they do
their own emotions while making product evaluations.
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Table 2. Study 2—Conditional Indirect Effects.
Model Coefficients for the Conditional Process Model
Identification (M) Product Evaluation (Y)
Predictors Coefficient SE t Coefficient SE t
Process valence (X) 0.2445 0.2239 1.0921 0.2435 0.1906 1.2777
Identification (M) – – – 0.3932 0.0732 5.3703∗∗
Maker (W) 0.9837 0.6161 1.5967 0.6340 0.5271 1.2030
Valence × maker (X × W) 0.9547 0.4505 2.1193∗ 0.7841 0.3882 2.0200∗
Involvement (covariate) 0.2443 0.0708 3.4524∗∗ 0.0479 0.0626 0.7654
Expertise (covariate) 0.2128 0.1100 1.9354 0.3534 0.0945 3.7403∗∗
Expertise × maker (covariate) −0.0889 0.1439 −0.6176 −0.2956 0.1221 −2.4211∗
Constant 1.9513 0.3611 5.4037∗∗ 2.4216 0.3377 7.1702∗∗
R2 = 0.2153 R2 = 0.4123
F(6, 134) = 6.1292∗∗ F(7, 133) = 13.3284∗∗
Note: 5,000 bootstrap samples.
X, independent variable; Y, dependent variable; M, mediator variable; W, moderator variable.
Presented here are the unstandardized regression coefficients from bootstrapping analysis and their associated standard errors (SE) and
t-statistics.
∗p < 0.05, ∗∗p < 0.01.
Moreover, the findings shed light into how process
valence affects the person-object relationship. Partici-
pation of consumers in a positive process strengthens
the person–object relationship by enhancing identifica-
tion with the product. When another person made the
product, identification was not affected. The differen-
tial increase in identification, depending on the identity
of the maker (self vs. other), explained why self-made
products were evaluated more highly than other-made
products.
Study 3 seeks to further elucidate the processes un-
derlying the evaluation of self-made products. In par-
ticular, they examine how self-construal affects the im-
pact of process valence on product identification. In ad-
dition, given that differences in self-construal affect the
nature of one’s relationship with especially close others
(e.g., family members, friends), the next study explores
how making a product in a group setting affects pro-
duction process outcomes for interdependent versus in-
dependent selves. This extends the investigation into
production situations that involve not only the individ-
ual consumer, but close others working on the product
with the individual and, thereby, broaden our under-
standing of group-made production processes.
STUDY 3: THE IMPACT OF
SELF-CONSTRUAL ON CONSUMERS’
EVALUATIONS
In order to investigate how group-production process
affects evaluation of products and the person–object
relationship, different from the previous two studies,
Study 3 includes a group condition, operationalized as
a type of self-production process that involves close oth-
ers working on the product with the individual.
In line with previous research, self-construal was
operationalized through nationality (Aaker & Schmitt,
2001; Aaker&Williams, 1998; Krishna, Zhou,& Zhang,
2008). American and Chinese undergraduate students
were used for independent and interdependent self-
construal conditions, respectively. The study was a 2
(process valence: positive vs. negative) × 3 (maker: self
vs. other vs. group) × 2 (self-construal: independent
vs. interdependent) between subjects design. Process
valence and maker were manipulated through a hy-
pothetical story about designing and painting a white
t-shirt.
Method
Participants. One hundred fifty-four undergraduate
students from Peking University (mean age = 22, 29%
male) and 92 students from a large university in the
United States (mean age = 21, 41% male) participated
in the study. The Twenty Statement Task (TST; Kuhn
& McPartland, 1954) was administered to ensure that
American and Chinese participants represented inde-
pendent versus interdependent self-construals, respec-
tively. Two independent coders rated the TST state-
ments (79% agreement for independent terms, 88%
agreement for interdependent terms). Disagreements
were resolved via discussion. The proportion of interde-
pendent statements in the two groups (United States
vs. China) were tested via an exact likelihood analysis,
using a binomial model, where the proportions were
estimated separately for United States and for China,
and then reestimated under an equality constraint. A
likelihood ratio test indicated clear differences between
the United States and Chinese means for proportion
of interdependent statements (χ2 = 30.4, df = 1, p <
0.0001). As expected, Chinese participants (M = 0.21)
described themselves with a greater proportion of in-
terdependent terms than American participants (M =
0.14). Accordingly, American participants (M = 0.86)
described themselves with a greater proportion of inde-
pendent terms than Chinese participants (M = 0.79).
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Because the proportions of interdependent statements
are just the mirror image (i.e., they must add to 1) of
those for independent statements, the results would
have been identical if carried out using those data in-
stead.
Procedure. A similar procedure as in Study 1 was
used. The product in the story was a t-shirt. Specifi-
cally, participants read either a positive or a negative
process story about how they, or another person, or they
and their two friends together (group condition) have
designed and made a t-shirt (see Appendix C). Then
participants evaluated the process using four 7-point
semantic differential items (unpleasant/pleasant, un-
happy/happy, bad/good, irritating/soothing; α = 0.99)
and reported their identification with the product (α
= 0.90), evaluation of the outcome product (α = 0.96),
and involvement in designing clothing items (α = 0.96)
using the same scales from Study 2.
Results and Discussion
Manipulation Check. An ANCOVA on process eval-
uation, with involvement included as a covariate, re-
vealed a nonsignificant three-way interaction (F < 1)
and a nonsignificant main effect of maker (F(2, 233 =
1.81, p = 0.17) but significant main effects of valence
(F(1, 233= 811.72, p< 0.01), culture (F(1, 233)= 20.08,
p < 0.01), and two-way interactions of maker × valence
(F(2, 233 = 13.42, p < 0.01), maker × culture (F(2, 233
= 5.68, p < 0.01), and valence × culture (F(1, 233 =
20.07, p < 0.01). The process was evaluated to be less
pleasant in the negative condition (M = 2.77) than it
was in the positive condition (M = 6.29); the manipula-
tion was successful.
Simple effects indicated that, in the negative, inde-
pendent self-construal condition (Mother = 1.40, Mself =
1.52, Mgroup = 1.96) as well as in the positive, interde-
pendent self-construal condition (Mother = 6.29, Mself =
6.40, Mgroup = 6.25), there were no differences among
the other, self, or group conditions in terms of the evalu-
ation of the process (all ps> 0.10). In the positive, inde-
pendent self-construal condition (Mother = 6.79, Mself =
6.31,Mgroup = 5.72), participants evaluated the process
less favorably in the group condition than they did in
the other condition (p < 0.05). There was no difference
between the self and other or self and group conditions
(both ps > 0.10). On the other hand, in the negative,
interdependent condition (Mother = 1.93, Mself = 3.06,
Mgroup = 3.79), evaluation of the process was highest in
the group condition, followed by the self and other con-
ditions (all ps < 0.05). The interdependent self values
social interactions and, in fact, uses these interactions
to create a sense of self. Hence, it is not unexpected
to observe the positive evaluation of the group experi-
ence among the participants with interdependent self-
construal. As expected, the covariate (involvement) was
significantly related to process evaluation (F(1, 233) =
15.58, p < 0.01); participants who reported higher lev-
els of involvement in designing clothing items indicated
more favorable attitudes toward the process.
Product Evaluation. A 2 (process valence) × 3
(maker) × 2 (self-construal) ANCOVA was conducted
on product evaluation, with involvement included as a
covariate. As predicted, the analysis yielded a signifi-
cant three-way interaction (F(2, 233) = 3.77, p < 0.05).
Consistent with H5, when the t-shirt was made with
close others, product evaluation was higher for Chinese
(M = 5.23) than for American (M = 4.15) participants
(F(1, 233) = 15.03, p < 0.001). Making a product with
close others generated more favorable product evalua-
tions for people with interdependent than independent
self-construals.
As hypothesized (H6) and replicating findings from
Studies 1 and 2, planned contrasts revealed that, in the
negative process condition, American participants did
not change their product evaluation, depending on who
themaker was (Mother = 3.20,Mself = 2.60,Mgroup = 2.67;
F < 1). However, in the positive process condition, the
identity of the maker affected the attitudes toward the
t-shirt (F(2, 233) = 4.18, p < 0.05); H6 was supported
(see Figure 4). As expected, the t-shirt was evaluated
more favorably in the self (M = 6.52) than in the other
(M = 5.31) or the group (M = 5.63) conditions (both ps<
0.05). The difference between group and other condition
was not significant (p = 0.46).
As predicted by H7, when Chinese participants (i.e.,
thosewith interdependent self-construal) evaluated the
t-shirt, the identity of the maker was significant in the
negative process condition (F(2, 233) = 7.82, p < 0.01).
Evaluation of the t-shirt was significantly higher in the
group (M= 4.08; p< 0.001) and self (M= 3.60; p< 0.05)
conditions than it was in the other condition (M = 2.83)
when the process was negative. The difference between
self and group conditions was not significant (p = 0.16).
In the positive process condition, although the results
were in the expected direction, the identity of themaker
did not significantly affect the evaluation of the t-shirt
(F(2, 233) = 1.59, p = 0.21). Product evaluation in the
group condition (M = 6.38) was marginally higher than
in the other condition (M = 5.75; p = 0.08), but there
was no difference between the self (M = 6.01) and group
or other conditions (both ps> 0.10). This marginal find-
ing might have been due to ceiling effects. Self and
group conditions may have been limited by the high-
est rating of 7 on the scale. Thus, H7 was supported
in the negative valence condition, but only marginally
supported in the positive valence condition.
Identification. As in the preceding studies, ANCOVA
on identification yielded significant main effects for
maker (F(2, 233) = 32.48, p < 0.001), process valence
(F(1, 233) = 26.63, p < 0.001), self-construal (F(1, 233)
= 15.56, p < 0.001), involvement (F(1, 233) = 15.17, p
< 0.001), and a marginal effect for the three-way inter-
action (F(2, 233) = 2.58, p = 0.08; all other ps > 0.10).
For American (i.e., independent) participants,
contrasts revealed that when the process was negative,
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Figure 4. Study 3—Product Evaluation.
identification did not depend on the maker (Mself =
4.09, Mgroup = 3.71, Mother = 3.11; F(2, 233) = 1.77,
p = 0.17). Only the self condition was marginally differ-
ent than other condition (p = 0.06; all other ps > 0.10).
However, when the process was positive, the identity of
the maker affected identification (Mself = 5.64,Mgroup =
4.41, Mother = 3.11; F(2, 233) = 18.52, p < 0.001). Iden-
tification with the product was higher in the self than
it was in the group condition which was also signifi-
cantly higher than product identification in the other
condition (all ps < 0.01). Thus, H8 was supported (see
Figure 5).
It was hypothesized that, for Chinese participants,
identification would increase regardless of process va-
lence. Contrasts indicated that in both the negative
(Mself = 4.75, Mgroup = 4.69, Mother = 3.09; F(2, 233)
= 19.46, p < 0.001) and positive (Mself = 5.72, Mgroup =
5.30, Mother = 4.34; F(2, 233) = 7.30, p < 0.01) process
valence conditions, product identification in the self and
group conditions were not statistically different from
each other (both ps > 0.10) but were both higher than
product identification in the other condition (all ps <
0.01). Hence, H9 was supported.
Study 3 indicated that self-construal affects the
value derived from participating in the production
process in two different aspects. First, self-construal af-
fects product evaluation in a social production context.
Results indicate that making products with close oth-
ers as a group results in higher product evaluations for
people with interdependent (rather than independent)
self-construals. Second, self-construalmoderates the ef-
fect of process valence on product evaluation as well as
identification. People with independent self-construals
do not evaluate self-made products more positively
than other-made products when the process is negative.
Only a positive production process generates enhanced
product evaluation via greater identification. However,
for people with interdependent self-construals, being
involved in the production process individually or with
close others results in enhanced product evaluation as
well as stronger identification, even when the process
is negative. This is consistent with prior findings from
cross-cultural research that indicates that negative
self-related information is threatening, and therefore
avoided by independent selves, whereas it is part of
a sense of self for interdependent selves (Markus &
Kitayama, 1991b).
GENERAL DISCUSSION
Hypothetical scenarios as well as an actual production
situation have been used in order to understand when
and how consumers’ participation in the production
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Figure 5. Study 3—Identification with the Product.
process creates value. Findings show that even when
consumers imagine themselves participating in the
production process or when they are minimally in-
volved in a modification of a product, evaluation of the
self-made product increases. Moreover, this research
empirically investigates how making or modifying a
product changes the person–object relationship. Find-
ings reveal that the valence of the emotions that are
evoked during the production process affects identifica-
tion with the product and, therefore, the evaluation of
the outcome product when self or self with close others
(i.e., group) are involved in the production process.
In addition, although consumers can readily recog-
nize the emotions of another person who makes the
product, the influence of process emotions on product
evaluation is higher when one’s own self is involved in
the production. The differential effect of self (vs. an-
other) on product evaluation is driven by heightened
identification with the self-made product.
However, under certain conditions (i.e., negative
process emotions) and for certain consumers (i.e., those
with independent self-construals), being involved in the
production process does not produce enhanced prod-
uct evaluations. A self-made product is not evaluated
more positively than an other-made product, when con-
sumers with independent selves go through a negative
production process. Independent selves are motivated
to positively differentiate self from others, and there-
fore negative self-information is threatening and, thus,
avoided or suppressed. Hence, only when the process
is positive does participation in the production process
differentiate the evaluation of a self-made from other-
made product for consumers with independent self-
construals. In contrast, consumerswith interdependent
self-construals evaluate self-made products more posi-
tively than other-made products, evenwhen the process
is negative. Interdependent selves are not as threat-
ened by negative self-related information as are inde-
pendent selves, since negative information helps them
decide how to modify and construct one’s sense of self.
Moreover, the studies show that responses of con-
sumers in social production situations change depend-
ing on self-construal. Participating in the production
process with close others is likely to affect evaluation
by consumerswith interdependent self-construalsmore
positively than independent self-construals because the
connection of group members to the self is stronger for
those with interdependent self-construals.
The findings complement recently emerging
research on self-production that has found that par-
ticipation of consumers in the production process of
products influences product evaluations positively
(Norton, Mochon, & Ariely, 2012; Troye & Supphellen,
2011). Results extend and deepen prior research by
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elucidating the processes through which production
activities affect product evaluation and how consumers
relate to products. Moreover, the findings contribute to
the extended-self literature by empirically measuring
change in one dimension of person–object relationship,
that is, identification with the product.
This paper also contributes to cross-cultural re-
search. It reveals that self-construal influences when
consumers’ participation in the production process
creates value. One insight gained is that, especially
for consumers with independent self-construals, be-
ing involved in the production process does not en-
hance product evaluations unless the process is pos-
itive. Furthermore, consumers with interdependent
self-construals evaluate products made with close oth-
ers more favorably than other-made products (and as
favorably as self-made products), whereas this tends
not to be the case for consumers with independent self-
construals.
For managers, the findings suggest that marketing
stimuli (e.g., ads, packaging, store displays) that en-
able consumers to imagine themselves participating in
the production process of a customized product may
result in enhanced product evaluations. For example,
advertisers may, instead of showing another person
making the product, create ads that enable the con-
sumers to think of themselves making or modifying the
product and thus enhance vicariously the consumer’s
experience.
In Study 2, the production process (painting the
white t-shirt) consisted of only minimally modifying the
product. Results indicated that even being involved in
such a small modification of the product enhanced prod-
uct evaluations. Therefore, having consumers assemble
even a limited number of final parts, for instance, may
increase product evaluation and result in a stronger
connection between the consumer and the product. For
example, a company that markets custom-made prod-
ucts (e.g., Porsche making custom-made automobiles)
might allow consumers to work on the configuration of
the final product purchased online or to even customize
the products at the retail store or factory with one’s
own labor and input to a certain extent to strengthen
identification with the product.
In addition, results reveal that even negative pro-
duction processes may enhance evaluation of self-
made products if the consumer has an interdepen-
dent self-construal. Hence, priming interdependent
self-construal through packaging communication or ads
may ensure that the self-production process creates
value even when the company does not have full control
over the valence of the process emotions.
Furthermore, as Study 3 findings suggest, if a prod-
uct can be built or customized with two or more peo-
ple, then priming interdependent self-construal may
increase the value created through the production pro-
cess. In line with this, advertisers may draw attention
to the fact that a product might be built with close
others in an interdependent culture (e.g., East Asia)
but may be built individually (requires only one person
to build) in an independent-based culture (e.g., United
States).
LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH
Both hypothetical stories and an actual production sit-
uation have been used to investigate how the process
valence affects the evaluation of the outcome product.
However, the strength of emotions that the partici-
pants experience in a laboratory setting may be lim-
ited. Therefore, the findings may only apply to the
experience of mild to moderate emotions. Consumers
may change their evaluations of self-made products
more when the process is extremely painful or unpleas-
ant. Nevertheless, the experience of mild or moderate
emotions represents many everyday consumption situ-
ations, and therefore the findings may be applicable to
many consumption situations in everyday life.
Additionally, only valence of emotions that affect the
value created due to production activities have been in-
vestigated. An important next step would be to investi-
gate how other dimensions of emotions, such as differ-
ing attributions of agency or responsibility and control,
affect evaluation of self-made products.
Another line of research might look at how product
type affects whether one identifies with the products
in the process of production. Product type may affect
how much a particular domain is central to one’s self-
identity. It is expected that, as the centrality of the
domain increases, so would the likelihood that an indi-
vidual will identify with a self-made product. A product
that is highly central to one’s of self-identity may result
in stronger reactions when consumers are involved in
the production or modification of the product.
Moreover, only one process, identification with the
product, has been investigated to explain how partici-
pation in the production process creates value for con-
sumers. Additional research is needed to investigate
whether there are other factors (e.g., creativity, flow,
need for uniqueness, need for control) that drive the
value derived from being involved in the production
process.
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APPENDIX A: STUDY 1 STIMULI
Negative Process Condition
Imagine that in a pottery class you (another participant
in this experiment) spent 40 minutes making a ceramic
coffee mug from clay. You (the participant) found the
process and the activity of making the clay very un-
pleasant and you (s/he was) were very unhappy while
making the mug. As you (s/he) sculpted the mug, the
clay felt clumpy and gross. You (s/he) disliked the smell
of clay and the feeling of wet clay in your (his/her) hands
gave you (her/him) the chills. Your hands were irritated
and you (S/he) had to keepwashing your (his/her) hands
to get the dirt off of them. You felt the smell of the clay
was even on your (his/her) clothes later. The whole pro-
cess was irritating and dissatisfying. In the end, the
mug came out looking like below.
Positive Process Condition
Imagine that in a pottery class you (another participant
in this experiment) spent 40 minutes making a ceramic
coffee mug from clay. You (the participant) found the
process and the activity of making the mug very pleas-
ant and you (s/he was) were very happy while mak-
ing the mug. As you (s/he) sculpted the mug, the clay
was smooth and soothing. You (S/he) loved the smell of
clay and the feeling of wet clay in your (his/her) hands
made you (her/him) relaxed and satisfied. Your hands
felt warm and you (s/he) just wanted to let the clay dry
on your (his/her) hands rather than washing it off. You
relished the smell of the clay even on your clothes later.
The whole process was fun and satisfying. In the end,
the mug came out looking like below.
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APPENDIX B: STUDY 2 ROOM PICTURES
APPENDIX C: STUDY 3 STIMULI
Group Condition
Please type the initials or nicknames of your two friends
and indicate how long you have known him/her:
Friend 1 I have known him/her years.
Friend 2 I have known him/her years.
Group/Self/Other Conditions
T-Shirt Design Experience. Please try to imagine
yourself in the following scenario as vividly as possi-
ble. You have a white t-shirt that you/you/was de-
signed and made with two of your friends whom you
just identified/yourself/by a complete stranger that you
have never met. You/You/this person spent almost six
hours together working on the t-shirt, and everyone ac-
tually found the whole process and the activity very
pleasant (unpleasant). Everybody/you/s/he was quite
happy (unhappy) and relaxed (stressed out) while try-
ing to make the t-shirt.
First, you and your friends/you/the stranger de-
cided to apply an iron-on transfer to the front of white
t-shirt. The white t-shirt felt like a friendly, inviting
canvas (the white t-shirt felt like a daunting canvas).
You/you/s/he had a photo you/you/s/he took last
summer, and you/you/s/he printed it on a transfer
paper. Next, one of you/you/s/he placed the t-shirt on
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a hard surface and the photo onto the t-shirt. Then,
you/you/s/he set the iron at a high temperature
because you/you/s/he did not want the image to peel
off easily later on. You/you/s/he carefully checked the
iron temperature and started to iron the outside edges
first and then moved toward the center. You/you/s/he
was calm and comfortable as you finished ironing
the photo and peeled the transfer paper off the front
of the t-shirt. (However, you/you/s/he burned your-
self/yourself/himself/herselfwhen you/you/s/he tried
to check whether the iron was hot enough. You/You/
s/he got angry and tense as your/your/his/her fingers
got red and started burning. You/you/s/he finished
ironing the photo and peeled the transfer paper off the
front of the t-shirt.)
Next, as a group, you/you/s/he started to work on
the back of the t-shirt and you/you/s/he decided to use
computer software to design the image this time. To-
gether, you/you/s/he tried to find the right shapes and
prints that would complement each other, and decided
to use your/your/his/her favorite quotes and sayings.
You/you/s/he played with the letters and placed the
text into the design. It required a good sense of layout
and composition. You and your friends/you/s/he had
literally never designed an image in your lives/your
life/his/her life before, and fortunately (unfortunately)
it felt fun and inspiring (irritating and boring). All
of you/you/s/he was very entertained (annoyed) in
the process because you/you/s/he got the chance
to play and experiment with the shapes and colors
as you/you/s/he wished (because you/you/s/he was
very frustrated with all the shapes and colors that
you/you/s/he had to edit). Figuring out the final de-
sign involved some trial and error but it was the one of
the most enjoyable (and it turned out to be one of the
most wearisome) things all of you/you/s/he have done
in a while!
Finally, you and your friends/you/s/hewent to (had
the hassle of going to) a print shop to have the de-
sign printed on the back of the t-shirt. You/you/s/he
did not need to wait at the shop and it was done
quickly (you/you/s/he had to wait at the shop for-
ever since they had to finish a big order before yours).
The whole process of making the t-shirt gave every-
body/you/him/her a thrill (headache)! It felt reward-
ing (silly) to spend time and energy on it, and for all of
you/him/her the overall process of making the t-shirt
was surprisingly fun (sucked)!
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